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Remarks 

Reconsideration of this Application is respectfully requested. 

Upon entry of the foregoing amendment, claims 1-6, 8-13 and 15-19 are pending 
in the application, with claims 1, 6, and 13 being the independent claims. New claims 20 
and 21 are sought to be added. These changes are believed to introduce no new matter, 
and their entry is respectfully requested. 

Applicants believe the entry of the foregoing amendment should be allowed 
because it places the application in condition for allowance and/or reduces the issues for 
appeal without requiring further search or consideration or placing a burden on the 
Examiner. 

Based on the above amendment and the following remarks, Applicants 
respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider all outstanding rejections and that they 
be withdrawn. 

Preliminary Matters 

Applicants would like to thank the Examiner for withdrawing the rejection of 
claims 1 and 3-5 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) over U.S. Patent No. 6,801,999 to 
Venkatesan, and of claim 2 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Venkatesan. 
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Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §102 

Claims 1-6, 8, 9, 11-13, 15, 16, 18. and 19 over Lesser et ah 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1-6, 8, 9, 1 1-13, 15, 16, 18, and 19 under 35 

U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly being anticipated by U.S. Patent Application Publication 

No. 2005/0028006 to Leser et al. ("Leser"). For the reasons set forth below, Applicants 

submit that Leser does not anticipate claims 1-6, 8, 9, 11-13, 15, 16, 18, and 19. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully traverse. 

Claims 1, 6, and 13 recite features that distinguish over the applied reference. 

For example, using respective language, claims 1, 6, and 13 recite: 

creating a process-driven security policy having a plurality of 
states, with each of the states having a different set of access 
restrictions; 



changing the state of the process-driven security policy for the 
electronic document automatically based on an internal or external 
system-level event, wherein the changed state is based on a 
transition rule associated with the event. 

The Examiner asserts on pages 2 and 5 of the instant Office Action that Leser 
teaches the step of "changing the state of the process-driven security policy" based on an 
event. Applicants disagree with the Examiner's assertion that the term "event" means 
simply "a thing that happens or takes place." Rather, claims 1, 6, and 13, as amended, 
recite an "internal or external system-level event," not simply "a thing that happens or 
takes place," as incorrectly asserted by the Examiner. 

Thus, the recited "internal or external system-level event" stands in sharp contrast 
to the "events" of Leser, as asserted by the Examiner. In Leser, a user must activate a 
"droplet control" to select a new control policy for a transfer. (Leser Provisional, p. 31, 
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11. 14-16; Leser Published Application at [0195]). Further, this requirement of an action 
by the user to select the new control policy is not equivalent to "changing the state of the 
process-driven security policy for the electronic document automatically based on an 
internal or external system-level event," as recited in independent claim 1, as the 
activation of the droplet control in Leser itself changes the control policy. {See, e.g., 
Leser Published Application at [0195] ("After selection, the agent 26 in step 138 creates 
a new CPT 23 with the selected control policy identifier in it and tags the document 22 
with it.")). The agent in Leser cannot be said to be responding to an "internal or external 
system-level event," as recited in claims 1, 6, and 13, but rather a direct instruction to 
change the control policy to the control policy selected by the user in the droplet control. 

Since Leser does not teach or suggest each and every feature of independent 
claims 1, 6, and 13, the reference cannot be said to anticipate the claims. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully traverse, and reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection is 
therefore respectfully requested. Claims 2-5 are also not anticipated by Leser for similar 
reasons as independent claim 1, from which they depend, and further in view of their 
own respective features. Claims 8, 9, 11, and 12 are also not anticipated by Leser for 
similar reasons as independent claim 6, from which they depend, and further in view of 
their own respective features. Likewise, claims 15, 16, 18, and 19 are not anticipated by 
Leser for similar reasons as independent claim 13, from which they depend, and further 
in view of their own respective features. Reconsideration and withdrawal of this 
rejection for these claims is therefore respectfully requested. 
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Claims 6, 8-13, and 15-19 over Downs et al. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 6, 8-13, and 15-19 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
allegedly being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,226,618 to Downs et al. ("Downs"). 
For the reasons set forth below, Applicants respectfully submit that Downs does not 
anticipated claims 6-19. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully traverse. 

Independent claim 6 recites, inter alia, "providing at least one process-driven 
security policy to a client machine, the process-driven security policy having a plurality 
of states associated therewith with each of the states having a different set of access 
restrictions." 

The Examiner argues that the licensing scheme of Downs is equivalent to the 
"process-driven security policy" recited in claim 6, whereby an indication of the number 
of times content can be accessed corresponds to the "plurality of states" of the policy. 
(Instant Office Action, p. 7). Specifically, the Examiner argues, "the process of playing 
the content causes a change in the state of the license: the number of times the content 
can be played is updated." 

Assuming, arguendo, that each of the possible values for the number of times 
content can be played in Downs corresponds to a different state, Downs nevertheless 
does not teach that each of the states has "a different set of access restrictions," as recited 
in claim 6. For example, a license allowing content to be accessed a certain number of 
times does not affect the usage of the content, but merely stops further usage once no 
additional plays of the content remain. (Downs, col. 6, 11. 36-67; col. 7, 11. 1-10 and 11. 
41-65; col. 10, 11. 60-63; col. 21, 11. 43-63; col. 59, 11. 7-66). Specifically, regardless of 
whether N plays or N-l plays remain on content in Downs, the access restrictions remain 
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the same until zero plays remain. Accordingly, if the Examiner's comparison of the 

number of plays in Downs to the states of the "process-driven security policy," as recited 

in claim 6 is accepted, then it cannot be the case that Downs teaches that "each of the 

states ha[s] a different set of access restrictions," as recited in claim 6. 

Since Downs does not teach or suggest each and every feature of independent 

claim 6, it cannot be said to anticipate the claim. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully 

traverse, and reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection is therefore respectfully 

requested. 

Independent claim 13 has been rejected as allegedly being anticipated by Downs 
for similar grounds as independent claim 6. Independent claim 13 similarly recites 
"computer program code for providing at least one process-driven security policy to a 
client machine, the process-driven security policy having a plurality of states associated 
therewith with each of the states having a different set of access restrictions," and is 
therefore not anticipated by Downs for at least the same reasons stated above with regard 
to independent claim 6, and further in view of its own features. Reconsideration and 
withdrawal of this rejection for this claim is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claims 8-12 are also not anticipated by Downs for similar reasons as independent 
claim 6, from which they depend, and further in view of their own respective features. 
Likewise, claims 15-19 are not anticipated by Downs for similar reasons as independent 
claim 13 from which they depend, and further in view of their own respective features. 
Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection for these claims is therefore respectfully 
requested. 
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Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

The Examiner has rejected claims 10 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
allegedly being obvious over Leser in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2003/0217264 to Martin et al. ("Martin")- Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

As discussed above with regard to independent claims 6 and 13, Leser fails to 
teach or suggest at least "subsequently changing the state of the process-driven security 
policy for the electronic document automatically based on an internal or external system- 
level event, wherein the changed state is based on a transition rule associated with the 
event." 

At pages 8-9 of the Office Action, Martin is used to allegedly teach, which 

Applicants do not acquiesce to, a: 

method and system for protecting electronic documents 
using a process-driven security policy, i.e., state based 
access control policy, wherein the electronic document is 
processed by a user at one state of a workflow and then 
transferred to another user at the next state of the workflow 
. . . [and] that the electronic document includes a signature 
of the document signed by the user at each state before the 
signed document is transferred to the next state. 

Martin is not used to teach or suggest, nor does Martin teach or suggest, the 
aforementioned features of claims 6 and 13. Thus, Martin fails to cure the deficiencies 
of Leser as noted above. Therefore claims 10 and 17 are patentable over Leser and 
Martin taken alone or in combination for at least the reasons provided above. 

Applicants would like to draw the Examiner's attention to the arguments 
regarding claims 10 and 17 which were made in the previous Amendment and Reply of 
October 16, 2007 at pages 16 and 17. Applicants are unable to find any reply by the 
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Examiner in the Office Action of January 9, 2008 addressing these arguments, and 

therefore respectfully request that they be reconsidered. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection for these claims is therefore 

respectfully requested. 

New Claims 

New claims 20 and 21 are sought to be added. Claims 20 and 21 find support in 
the specification, inter alia, at [0070] - [0077] of the instant published application. As 
claims 20 and 21 depend from claim 1, they are similarly not anticipated by Leser for the 
same reasons as claim 1, from which they depend, and further in view of their own 
respective features. Applicants believe claims 20 and 21 are in condition for allowance, 
and respectfully request their entry. 

Provisional Double Patenting Rejection 

On Page 10 of the Office Action, the Examiner provisionally rejected claims 6, 
12, 13, and 19 under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting 
over claims 21, 22, 24, and 28 of co-pending Application No. 10/676,474. 

Pursuant to M.P.E.P. § 804(I)(B), since co-pending Application No. 10/676,474 
has not been allowed, the Examiner should maintain the double patenting rejection in 
this instant application as a 'provisional' double patenting rejection, which can be 
converted into a double patenting rejection when the co-pending application issues as a 
patent. Applicants will appropriately address the provisional double patenting rejection 
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in the event it is converted to an actual double patenting rejection pursuant to M.P.E.P. § 
804(I)(B) after the co-pending application issues as a patent. 

Conclusion 

All of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly traversed, 
accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicants therefore respectfully request that the 
Examiner reconsider all presently outstanding rejections and that they be withdrawn. 
Applicants believe that a full and complete reply has been made to the outstanding 
Office Action and, as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. If the 
Examiner believes, for any reason, that personal communication will expedite 
prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at 
the number provided. 

Prompt and favorable consideration of this Amendment and Reply is respectfully 
requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Sterne, Kessler, Goldstein & Fox p.lx.c. 



Date: 



1 1 00 New York Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005-3934 
(202) 371-2600 
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